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Gye (1853), 2 El & Bl. 216; Bowen v. Hall (1881), 6Q. B. Div. 333, 1 Eng. 
Rul. Cas. 706; Walker v. Cronin (1871), 107 Mass. 555; Jones v. Stanley, 
(1877), 76 N. C. 355. The principle upon which ihe English cases are based 
is that the damage sustained by one party plus the malicious intent of the 
other creates a cause of action ; the basis of the Massachusetts and North 
Carolina cases seems to be, that a legal right founded upon contract and not 
arising from status, has been invaded. The later American cases are directly 
to the contrary and are based upon the rule laid down by Judge Cooley in 
his work on Torts (2nd ed. p 417) : "An action cannot in general be main- 
tained for inducing a third person to break his contract with the plaintiff: 
the consequence, after all, being only a broken contract for which the party 
to the contract may have his remedy by suing upon it." This rule is fol- 
lowed in Chambers v. Baldwin (1891), 91 Ky. 121, 11 L. R. A. 545, 34 Am. 
St. Rep. 165; Boyson v. Thorn (1893), 98 Cal. 578, 21 L. R. A. 233; Ray- 
croft v. Tayntor (1896), 68 Vt. 219, 33 L. R. A. 225, 54 Am. St. Rep. 882. 

Naturalization— Japanese — Impeaching Judgment— Admission of 
Attorneys. — The statute of Washington, relating to the admission of attor- 
neys, provides that the applicant shall be a citizen of the United States. A 
native of Japan applied for admission and offered in evidence the record of a 
court of competent jurisdiction showing that he had been naturalized under 
the laws of the United States. The record showed upon its face that he was 
a native of Japan. The statute of the United States applies only to "aliens 
being free white persons and to aliens of African nativity and to persons of 
African descent." Held, that under this statute, Japanese cannot be natural- 
ized, that the record was void on its face, and that the applicant was not 
eligible to admission to the bar. In re Takuji Yamashita (1902), — Wash. — , 
70 Pac. Rep. 482. 

The word "white" as used in this statute, said the court, includes only 
members of the Caucasian race, and natives of Japan have never been included 
in that race. "The courts, federal and state, have uniformly determined that 
Chinese are not eligible to naturalization, because not white persons. In 
1880, it was determined that a native of British Columbia, half Indian and 
half white, could not be naturalized. In re Camille, 6 Fed. 256. In In re Po, 
28 N. Y. Supp. 383, a native of British Burmah was denied admission. In 
In re Kanaka Nian, a Hawaiian was denied naturalization. 6 Utah, 659, 21 
Pac. 993, 4 L. R. A. 726. In In re Saito, 62 Fed. 126, the federal circuit 
court adjudged that a native of Japan was of the Mongolian race, and there- 
fore not eligible to naturalization." The case of In re Rodriguez, 81 Fed. 
Rep. 337, wherein a native of Mexico was naturalized was held to be distin- 
guishable. 

Parent and Child — Delegation of Parent's Authority — Liability 
for Corporal Punishment. — Action was brought by a child eight years 
old to recover of the defendant, who was his aunt, damages for corporal pun- 
ishment administered by her. The mother, who was by statute equally 
entitled to the care and custody of the child with the father, had delegated 
her authority to the aunt. Held, that the mother had authority to delegate 
the power to administer moderate corporal punishment. Rowe v. Rugg 
(1902), —Iowa — , 91 N. W. Rep. 903. 

As this case was decided on the merits, the jury having found the punish- 
ment to have been moderate, no inquiry was made as to the right of a child to 
bring a civil action for damages against its parent. From the decisions in 
Faulk v. Faulk (1859), 23 T ex . 653, and Bird v. Black (1850), 5 La. Ann 
189, it would seem that such an action might be brought, although in both 



